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I would like to stress several points 
which struck me. Of course the world is flat 
on account of the Internet, but I think that 
control over “the flat world” lies in the fact 
that it is also flexible and in a permanent 
state of adjustment. If an ability to adjust 
exists then there is also an ability to acquire 
a critical approach. When it was mentioned 
earlier that we needed scientific education 
in schools, this is true, but we also need 
critical thinking, scientific progress and ex-
perimental methods as practised by Claude 
Bernard. 
Within the framework of a flat but flexible 
world in which we develop the spirit of critical 
thinking, I think that the real contribution of 
Europe and of a wider Europe is actually to 
avoid dogmatism. In the United States there 
are whole swathes of public opinion living off 
dogmatisms.
In so far as communication in science, 
the integrity of scientists, young people and 
science, raising awareness of training, tea-
ching and the need for hybrid forums are im-
portant for openness. I have been working 
on the ethics, science, technology and bio-
technology for over twenty-five years and I 
have observed that the hybrid forums which 
promote openness are often reserved for ex-
perts. We agree that there are no ethicists, 
but there is an ethical approach reserved for 
experts. It occurred to me recently that some- 
thing is missing and that what is impor-
tant with regards public opinion is not sim-
ply raising awareness, but trying to under- 
stand what its expectations, and fears are 
and how to respond to them. 
In political debate a politician is of course 
focused on public opinion, but when he 
meets experts he is in a multidisciplinary, 
hybrid forum. The problem is that none of us 
today asks ourselves sufficiently clearly how 
daily life is interpreted in the event of dra-
matic change, in a world which is both flat 
and flexible and in which dogmatism must be 
avoided. This is a message which I wanted 
















The theme of our conference is “Scien-
ce in Society” and I think that we have all 
recognized that there are three interacting 
elements at work here. On the one hand 
there is the scientific world, then there is 
the general public, and finally decision- 
makers in the broad sense of the term and I 
would be inclined to include experts among 
the decision-makers. It seems to me that 
the different workshops demonstrated at an 
initial assessment that the dialogue between 
scientists and decision-makers is improving. 
We have a long way to go, but I think that 
considerable progress has been made. It 
struck me that these same workshops, by 
contrast, showed that dialogue between 
these two groups and the public requires 
more in-depth work because the situation is 
still far from satisfactory. Who is the public? 
It is difficult to define, as was said by the 
rapporteurs earlier on. I think that there is 
scope for improvement.
Looking at things in a different light, i.e. 
the flatness or otherwise of these different 
worlds, it seems to me that the scienti-
fic world, which is very international has a 
strong tendency towards creating flatness, 
even if this is sometimes regrettable. The 
world of decision-makers, and in particu-
lar of political decision-makers also has 
constraints. Within Europe the constraints 
are extremely stringent and the European 
Commission sometimes has a tendency to 
be manipulated by outside influences. On 
the level of dialogue between scientists and 
decision-makers, I think that the flattening 
influence would seem to be extremely strong 
at the end of the day. By contrast, I am fairly 
convinced that the world is not really flat in 
dialogue with the general public because 
the influence of culture, and history will ob-
viously manifest itself, and on a personal 
level, I hope it will continue to do so. There 
is scope here for further exploration.
My second response whilst listening to 
the presentations from the rapporteurs was 
that if we had held this conference a year 
ago, I am convinced that the word “market” 
would have been used much more frequent-
ly than today. This word has receded some- 
what because there is an economic crisis, the 
market is ashamed and has gone into hiding. 
I only heard it said once by our colleague 
who spoke about work on agronomy. I think 
that there have been excesses in the past – 
everything was focused on the market and 
this was obviously excessive. I think that we 
must avoid the opposite extreme of ignoring 
the market. It is here whether we like it or 
not and has positive and negative effects, 
but we certainly cannot do without it.
 




I would like to add a word before we listen 
to the next speaker. What we are currently 
doing is an exercise in democratic dialogue, 
working as an assembly, in which each person 
conveys a message, is listened to by the 
other partners and this is how laws are 
made in the Assemblée nationale and is how 
we reach opinions which converge as far as 




The conference underlined the dual as-
pect of science, which is both epistemic and 
practical: it is all about knowing and transfor-
ming. We have heard a lot about science as 
performing transformations, about science 
for decision-making and science for action. 
It seems to me that this is the element which 
most closely reflects the main evolution of 
science in the 20th century - its increasing 
involvement in the workings of modern so-
ciety.
That said, I hear something else quite 
frequently and that is the word science in 
the singular. It seems to me that this does 
not exist. There are many differences and 
often the impression was that we were hea-
ring about science in general discussion 
and then in specific presentations we heard 
about particular sciences, thus creating an 
impression of diversity and an extremely di-
verse picture which contradicts the idea of a 
unified global problem. It is not so simple. In 
the speech on the Internet, we got the im-
pression of a very bottom-up process, with 
very little hierarchy, whereas in other dis-
ciplines such as medicine for example, and 
many other areas, everything is top-down 
and very hierarchical. 
The way in which dialogue between 
science and society can be initiated varies 
greatly depending on particular circumstan-
ces. This calls for greater pragmatism. We 
cannot have a single strategy. I have not 
heard much discussion of evidence-based 
strategies, which are in certain cases a way 
of responding to the issue of how science can 
meet public and political demands. Participa-
tory models were more frequently mentio-
ned.  These models represent a conception 
of the relationship between science and po-
litics in which there is a form of continuity in 















politics which seeks consensus. This can be 
achieved in different ways. The IPCC is one 
way of illustrating the political demand for a 
form of scientific consensus upon which pu-
blic decisions might be grounded. But there 
exist other models in which the relationship 
between science and society is a much more 
disjointed relationship, for instance models 
where scientists for their part work in mode 
one of scientific knowledge production as 
described by Helga Nowotny and in fact be-
come trusted advisors of the Prince. These 
kinds of models, like evidence-based medici-
ne or evidence-based approaches in general, 
give a different illustration of how scientists 
are able to respond to social demands. Often 
these demands formulated by the political 
and social world are specific demands in res-
ponse to specifically social problems which 
are not necessarily on the scientific agenda. 
The issue is knowing how to make the two 
agendas coincide more effectively without 
distorting the purely scientific agenda per se, 
which has its own constraints, linked to the 
development of research programmes, etc. 
– even if these constraints are not necessa-
rily autonomous and isolated from the rest of 
the social world.
Many other points elicited a response, in 
particular about the issue of acknowledging 
and defending “global public interests”, in 
particular in environments with complex and 
sometimes confused regulations, like the 
world of Internet and computing. The same 
question arises over private research, which 
was mentioned several times. When there 
are important social or even global stakes 
and the research is private, then it is focused 
on interests which are not necessarily global, 
whilst the issues may involve, to put it stron-
gly, the interests of humanity in general.
There should be a debate on these issues, 
and more generally on the uses of science – 
including the public use – and on the risk of 
bending and misusing science and scientific 
authority to serve particular interests. The 
society has to be consulted on these issues.
Yet when we raise the issue of the rela-
tionship between science and society, science 
is posited as the best way for mankind to use 
its powers of reasoning, in the Enlightenment 
tradition. Thus, the society bears some res-
ponsibility for the way it uses science and its 
extraordinary power to transform the world. 
Many questions arise: How should this power 
be used? Under which conditions should it be 
left to private interests? How to establish a 
dialogue between scientists, politicians and 
the society? These questions urgently re-
quire answers, in the present context of an-
nounced environmental catastrophe, where 
science appears in the same time as part of 
the problem and the hope of a solution.
The issue is that problems obviously arise 
when this extraordinarily powerful capacity 
to operate with great power to transform the 
world is left uncontrolled. I am not taking 
sides, but we have to ask ourselves: how do 
we resolve this sort of issue in new situa-
tions where research is actually increasingly 
connected to industry and science is beco-
ming technoscience?




The geneticist Richard Lewontin said that 
living beings do not just try to solve pro-
blems, they begin by causing them in the 
first place. And I believe the same is true 
for us, when we are faced with the chan-
ges caused by science and technology. The 
constant movement of science, that allows 
us to adapt, also continuously modifies our 
environment, requiring new adaptative so-
lutions. And one of the important issues is: 
for the benefit of whom and at the expense 
of whom? Do scientific advances reduce ine-
qualities or increase them? Does it only per-
mit to achieve sustainable development, or 
fair development, which may then be worth 
becoming sustainable? 
There is the major issue of intellectual 
property: when does it promote innovation 
and the sharing of innovation, and when 
does it impede them? When are innova-
tions a public good that should be shared 
and when are they just marketable products 
whose sharing is not in the public interest? I 
believe that there is a need to ponder these 
questions on a case per case basis, at any 
given time, and that there is no general and 
permanent best solution. 
Regarding scientific culture, it is important 
to allow society to understand the scientific 
approach: not just a sum of knowledge and 
achievements at any given time, but rather 
the very approach that allows to produce this 
knowledge and these achievements. It is a 
transgression approach, based on questio-
ning knowledge, in search of new and more 
relevant knowledge. Scientific research is 
a transgression approach, but with rules. 
And in my opinion, the ethical approach is, 
in this sense, very similar to the scientific 
approach. Ethics questions norms, rules and 
laws that provided, at a given time, answers 
to discordance between conducts and va-
lues, or conflicts between different values 
in particular contexts. It is a transgression 
approach, in search of new and more appro-
priate conducts. Moreover, science and ethics 
questioning co-evolve continuously, as one 
changes the environment of the other. And 
societies would probably benefit from taking 
inspiration from these questioning approa-
ches when organizing their debates.
 Another important issue, when addres-
sing the question of sciences in society, is to 
think of sciences in the plural. And in par-
ticular, to think cross-disciplinary. Research 
often progresses by using cross-disciplinary 
approaches, at the boundaries of several 
different scientific fields, allowing looking at 
things differently and favoring the emergence 
of new ideas. The promotion of a general 
scientific culture in society favors, even for 
scientists, the breaking down of boundaries 














Fraud was also discussed, and the need 
for the development of a culture of scientific 
integrity. Several solutions were put forward, 
but one was not mentioned:  the one that 
was installed for therapeutic trials, where 
fraud often becomes a matter of life and 
death: the sharing of raw data, of primary 
result. I believe that promoting integrity re-
quires going beyond training and policing. 
It requires a scientific development based 
on sharing, including the sharing of primary 
data and of negative and inconclusive re-
sults. All should benefit of access to the real 
data, and not only to the syntheses that are 
the scientific publications. 
I heard an idea, which, in my opinion, 
is rather problematic. It reveals the recur-
rent temptation to believe that knowledge, 
science, human rights democracy… all origi-
nate from one specific location: ours. This 
reminds me of the beautiful writing by the 
economist Amartya Sen, Democracy and its 
global roots. True, a particular form of de-
mocracy and of respect for human rights was 
invented in Europe, but several forms of col-
lective deliberations, of  respect for the other, 
were invented elsewhere. We have always to 
inscribe the universal into the singular, into 
dialogue and exchange, to attempt, as Paul 
Ricœur said, to think of ourself as another, 
and to want that the liberty of the other be. 
Science pushes back ignorance, but it can 
not erase the basic uncertainty that is intrin-
sic to the process of making choices. There 
is no real responsibility in the absence of 
freedom, no real freedom in the absence of 
choice, and no real choice without a degree 
of uncertainty. The scientific approach is cru-
cial for allowing to choose in the context of 
the best possible knowledge, but it cannot, 
by itself, dictate our behaviour. And to the 
some extent that we have to confer value 
to knowledge, we have to restore value to 
the basic uncertainty that remains once 
ignorance has been pushed back as far as 
can be done. The physicist, Richard Feyn-
man used to say that unless something is 
not surrounded by uncertainty, it cannot be 
the truth. I think that the main difficulty is 
to try to ensure that science is shared and 
developed as much as possible, while at the 
same time making it a tool at the service of 
what exceeds it by far in value, namely hu-
man beings.
We talked about health. The World Health 
Organization and it is very interesting that 
medicine and biology define proofs objecti-
vely, based on evidence in a wide range of 
areas. However, you are aware that the World 
Health Organization’s definition of health is 
a state of physical, mental and social well-
being. It is obvious that well-being cannot 
be defined from the outside, by a scientific 
measurement, but requires asking the per-
son itself. We have to promote the use of 
science as a tool in the elaboration of our 
collective choices, in such a way that both 
allows us to freely invent our future and to 
respect each person





I would like to react to what Claude Ja-
blon said concerning the dialogue between 
science and the decision-makers. I think that 
at national level, it is right to say that there 
is fairly effective dialogue between science 
and the decision-makers. I do not think that 
this is the case at all at a European level be-
cause there is no body, no forum for these 
discussions or for drafting scientific policy 
between the scientific community and the 
European Union.
 alain PoMPidou
As far as the European Parliament is 
concerned, and this is also the case for 
the French Parliament and the other mem-
ber States parliaments, there are bodies in 
charge of evaluating scientific and technical 
choices who organise hearings and engage 
in democratic dialogue and provide scientific 
and technical expertise.
PhiliPPe galiay (euroPean 
coMMission)
I do not think that we can say there is no 
forum for debate on science and policy at a 
European level. There are many groups of 
experts who are regularly invited to express 
their opinions concerning the European 
Commission framework research program-
me. We also have the EURAB, European Re-
search Advisory Board, whose function is to 
advise the general research directorate on 
topics. There are also many groups of ex-
perts which meet when necessary, to dis-
cuss given subjects. Reports were also pre-
sented over the course of these two days, so 
there are many different ways of organising 
this debate.
Jean-Pierre alix
I would like to add that the framework 
programme is decided jointly by the Com-
mission and Parliament, which creates an 
additional forum every five or six years. But 
maybe there is no two-way debate in this fo-
rum. We should add that the ERC (European 
Research Council) was set up recently which, 
as Helga Nowotny explained yesterday, and 
is totally open to all researchers from mem-
ber countries. It supports projects on the 
criteria of excellence and quality. Things are 
therefore changing. Secondly, there are all 
sorts of preparatory discussions for future 
programmes and I gathered that the bila-
teral relationship between the Commission 
and the member States was beginning to 
be considered inadequate and that scientific 
institutions themselves would be invited to 
take part. This is an idea that is developing 
and therefore the system is improving.
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These are what we call “joint  programmes” 
and are in the process of being set up.
froM the audience
If this were the case, then why are all 
European researchers everywhere very un-
happy about the way in which research pro-
grammes and invitations to tender are orga-
nised and about the way in which everything 
is managed by the European Union? When-
ever you talk to European researchers, they 
always tell you that they feel overwhelmed 
by the way in which things are done in Euro-
pean research programmes.
froM the audience
I enjoyed Jean-Claude Ameisen’s contri-
bution, but I think that we have to appre-
ciate how difficult the issue of uncertainty 
is and accommodate it. For example, in the 
climate field, the IPCC has in a sense ac-
commodated uncertainty and has highligh-
ted an approach based on scenarios, which 
is in fact a future-based approach advoca-
ted by other speakers for exploring choices 
rather than dictating policy and accommo-
dates society in order to actually formulate 
responses. We can see the difficulties and 
the potential for manipulation which the 
issue of uncertainty opens up. We are not 
out of the woods yet in terms of making pro-
gress with public opinion on the practice of 
working with uncertainty and distinguishing 
between the issue of risk and unavoidable 
uncertainty and those uncertainties which 
could be reduced or at least on which pro-
gres towards reduction can be made. From 
this point of view, I think that the IPCC is 
in some respects exemplary, although this 
does not resolve the matter.
Jean-claude aMeisen
You are right. I think that the main dif-
ficulty is to help society understanding the 
relationship between uncertainty, choice and 
liberty, once full access has been provided 
to all available information. While more re-
search may often be required before rea-
ching a decision, this does not alter the fact 
that in the end, there will be an irreducible 
degree of uncertainty in the process of choo-
sing. I believe that, in this matter, collective 
behaviours lag behind individual behaviours. 
For the last sixty years, biomedical ethics 
has been based on the process of free and 
informed choice, a process in which biome-
dical knowledge is placed at the service of 
the patient’s right to exercise their freedom 
of decision. What has been viewed by society 
as a crucial progress in the doctor-patient 
relationship should be understood in terms 
of collective behaviour. If we wish to improve 
our process of collective deliberations and 
choices, we need to find appropriate ways to 
articulate knowledge, freedom, uncertainty 
and responsibility.
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froM the audience 
This is complementary to what Martin 
Bauer had mentioned earlier about the in-
dicators. What I had noticed and what I 
want to suggest is that the time has come to 
clearly bring out the difference between opi-
nion, awareness, public understanding and 
perception. It is sometimes confusing what 
the researcher is doing: is it about opinion, 
or about perception? 
What we have observed in India concerns 
the awareness and the perception. When 
we asked in surveys “are you aware about 
the science or technology?”, people said 
yes. When we asked “have you ever used 
this technology?”, they said no. And when 
we asked them “can you tell me how you 
benefit?”, it’s an entirely different set of 
answers. So, if people are using the techno-
logy or science, their perception is emerging 
by using the technology: that is perception. 
But, you have to distinguish between opi-
nion poll and those serious answers. This is 
one thing. 
The second thing is probably that the 
time has come, when a lot of globalization is 
happening, and the developing world is co-
ming closer to the developed world in terms 
of knowledge and innovation. I believe that 
in “science and society” field, the time has 
come to unify the issues by which we can 
compare one country to another country. So 
it should be in terms of issues as well as in 
terms of the sufficiency of the science indi-
cator which I believe needs to work.
And finally, I believe there is a lot of scope 
which – I just have to repeat - is engage-
ment and involvement of the statistic tools. 
And the statistical rigorness required to do 
that, the validity of which will contribute to 
define what we’re getting from the data. 
froM the audience
It seems to me that in the scientific field 
and as far as scientific policies and scientific 
programmes are concerned, the culture of 
experts is more prevalent than the culture 
of debate. Everything is based on expertise 
and the experts, and not on debate. How 
can we achieve a balance or try to redress 
the balance between debate and expertise? 
I think that as far as the European Com-
mission and establishing programmes are 
concerned, much more weight is given to 
the culture of expertise than to debate, even 
if it does exist in theory or in existing move-
ments. I do not know if there is a solution to 
balancing these two cultures. 
alain PoMPidou
A whole section of the General Research 
Directorate is addressing these issues, in-
dependently of all the efforts being made 
by the European Commission in the fields of 
science, society and the economy. I can give 
you an example which is being discussed 
– animal experimentation and animal ex-
perimentation on primates. The revision 
of the directive on animal experimentation 
D
iscussion








and the anthropomorphism which presides 
over certain decisions concerning experi-
mentation on primates is a topic which is 
going to evolve over the next 18 months. 
The debate has been initiated and there is a 
constant succession of seminars, meetings 
and lobbying to protect animals on the one 
hand and research institutions on the other. 
The European Commission, the Parliament, 
the Council of Ministers and many eminent 
ministers have already started to take sides. 
This issue, which is linked to public health, 
can become very emotive and in the event 
of a serious health crisis we will need to have 
recourse to experimentation. The debate is 
in full swing involving many experts.
Jean-claude aMeisen
There are places where debate goes 
beyond expertise, namely all the ethical bo-
dies, both national and international. In these 
bodies, cross-disciplinarity is not the sum of 
knowledge and expertise, but an approach 
which aims to transcend them. 
What is lacking, in particular both in our 
country, is a way of conveying this kind of 
debate into society and the public. We should 
not expect an expert opinion from ethical bo-
dies, but rather a way of framing the ques-
tions, which can then be pursued in society. I 
believe that this is an interesting model com-
pared to the sole provision of expertise. 
Jean-Pierre alix
We should recall that bodies such as the 
one in which we find ourselves today also 
engage in debate and offer points of view 
whose origins and roots are extremely dif-
ferent and therefore constitute the first step 
towards the search for consensus of opi-
nion. One can also mention, without going 
into any detail, that our assemblies are also 
forums for debate, even if they operate on 
majority rule, and should be trusted in a 
sense. We need representatives from the 
scientific community. They will also have to 
contribute to these discussions.
froM the audience
I would like to point out that at the time 
of the 2nd framework programme, there 
were science shops which got the public in-
terested in what was going on and where 
people could take part in developments. 
There were also exhibitions called Science 
in the Streets. I might add that the deci-
sion-makers at the time wanted innovation 
and it was the era of the first programmes 
in information and communication techno-
logies, biotechnology and all these issues. 
Now the roles are reversed somewhat. When 
we see what happened in the 6th and 7th 
framework programmes, it is obvious that 
decision-makers want results. They are no 
longer interested in free science without any 
immediate benefit. I think that things have 
changed a lot and that the Lisbon Treaty is 
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partly to blame, as it highlights the compe-
titive dimension of Europe’s role. I think that 
we had a very good example in Ulrika Felt’s 
lecture on the information society. She de-
monstrated the tension between economic 
interests and decision-makers, which is the 
trend in the European Commission today, 
and also the balance which we need to re-
discover between public and collective en-
thusiasm for these things. I note that Eu-
rope has totally lost this dimension, even wi-
thin a framework project. If our conference 
is going to be more fruitful, then I think that 
it should demand the reinstatement of pro-
grammes on a European level, which would 
allow us to examine these aspects more clo-
sely. I am well aware that the ethical aspect 
was introduced into application forms for 
the 7th framework programme, but this is 
not taken into account by the experts eva-
luating them. This means that the approach 
to adopting programmes taken by groups of 
experts is not concerned with these issues. 
I think that we should put evaluation tools 
in place which will enable us to take res-
ponsibility for all these aspects which are of 
concern to the general public today. 
claude Jablon
I wonder, at the end of the day, whether 
the proliferation of science festivals in diffe-
rent European countries is not a new way of 
presenting the aims of the science shops all 
those years ago, which you mentioned. With 
regard to your question about Europe in a 
more general sense, we are labouring the 
point, but we feel that there is a lack of com-
munication and understanding between Eu-
ropean institutions and the wider European 
public. Unfortunately, science is just one 
example, and as you know there are many 
more, and recent political events in the last 
year or two show the extent to which there 
is a genuine deficiency in this area. Is scien-
tific communication and better-structured 
dialogue between decision-makers and the 
public a priority which we should demand in 
Europe? Shouldn’t the member States get 
more involved? I admit that these questions 
are somewhat beyond me, but they must 
be placed in a slightly more general context 
than that of today’s discussion.
PhiliPPe galiay (euroPean 
coMMission)
I would like to point out that ever since 
the 6th framework programme, since 2002, 
this science and society aspect has been 
extremely visible within the programme. 
We now have 330 million euros to spend on 
these issues of science and society. We are 
working on issues of governance and ethics. 
All the projects and proposals put before the 
Commission which are on the point of being 
accepted must undergo an ethics review. In 
this way the ethical content of the program-
mes being financed is guaranteed. Now we 
are moving towards ethics audits to see if 












Johannes KluMPers (euroPean 
coMMission)
I am from the Science, Economy and 
Society Directorate. There have certainly 
been some changes over the different fra-
mework programmes. The 7th framework 
programme provides for debate between 
researchers and recognition of completely 
new social aspects which were never part 
of previous framework projects. A notable 
example is the option to include non-go-
vernment organizations in projects. This is a 
new type of project which only exists in the 
7th framework programme. Another point 
is that you correctly highlighted the ethical 
assessment and that the researchers who 
carry out assessments do not necessarily 
discuss ethics. It is the ethics committee 
which ensures that all projects are dealt 
with correctly from an ethical point of view. 
However, the ethical assessment does not 
provide for any debate between researchers 
on these ethical questions. By contrast, our 
colleagues in charge of research careers 
have several groups in place which deal with 
all sorts of issues concerning advancement 
and career opportunities for researchers in 
Europe. In these groups, the issue of how 
communication with the public is taken into 
account, or rather not taken into account at 
all as an asset in a researcher’s career, is 
examined. There too, debate and the oppor-
tunity or obligation on the part of resear-
chers to engage in debate with the general 
public is taken into account, and this has 
never been done before. There are there-
fore elements in this framework programme 
which have never been tried before.
froM the audience 
I would like to say that there is a system 
that exists at the national level to promote 
debates. In France, it brings together natio-
nal groups based on a theme, representing 
research, universities, industrialists who 
can provide input, and also representatives 
from the committees of programmes wor-
king with the European Commission in each 
of the areas of the framework programme. 
This exists for all cooperative programmes, 
for the ERC and for all areas and infrastruc-
tures. There are representatives at national 
levels who work in specifically on the wor-
king programs. There is also a network of 
National Contact Points who work directly 
with the scientific community to offer advice 
and to set up research projects. Finally, the-
re is a French website: eurosfaire.prd.fr that 
has all the relevant information.
Jean-Pierre alix
I would like to refocus the discussion on 
our main aim here. Rather than interrogate 
those on the platform or elsewhere, I would 
now like to ask you as scientists, experts 
in mediation or free-thinkers what type of 
dialogue you would like us to develop. A dia-
logue does not mean that everybody is in 
agreement. A dialogue is a way of addres-
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sing each other and deciding to come to-
gether. Could we devote the last few minu-
tes to inspired and enlightened suggestions 
on how to move forward?
froM the audience
May I take this opportunity to take stock 
of the last two days. As a researcher and 
teacher, I found the debates very thought-
provoking but that the concerns which I 
expressed yesterday were fully confirmed. 
What has taken place in this auditorium to-
day is a debate between researchers and 
scientists, but are society the general pu-
blic, or citizens or the parties involved ? - 
as scientists we have to come up with an 
answer. In future initiatives it would be very 
desirable to have a different balance, to 
have scientists, of course, but also to raise 
the issue of people in society. I am spea-
king today on behalf of the CGT union, we 
have suggestions and if we had been able to 
speak in the different workshops we would 
have made specific suggestions. 
I want to come back to what was said 
by our colleague from the European Com-
mission, especially with regards the 7th fra-
mework programme. It is true that there are 
negative aspects to the 7th framework pro-
gramme, namely the cut in the chapter on 
international cooperation, but I was going to 
add that there is actually a new chapter on 
the dialogue between science and society 
and this is to be applauded. I would like to 
finish by saying that in the initiatives which 
could be taken by various bodies, such as 
the one of which you are president, but also 
the OECD and the Global Science Forum, 
there is always the concern that the panel 
should be balanced so that scientists come 
face to face with social stakeholders without 
a separate agenda.
froM the audience
It seems to me that one of the channels 
for communication between science and so-
ciety which has perhaps not been addressed 
sufficiently is the media. I did not have the 
impression that there has been much in 
the way of contribution from the media and 
since you expressed a wish that the confe-
rence be followed up, it seems that this is 
a link in the science-society dialogue chain 
which we should come back to in the next 
conference. It seems essential to me. You 
wondered about the future and I think that 
we all know that young researchers repre-
sent the future of the system, even if this 
was not addressed here. They will act as a 
bridge for us to tackle the question of scien-
ce, partly because they are the researchers 
of the future. If we want the scientific com-
munity to react or interact with society in a 
certain way, then we could begin immedia-
tely by considering doctoral programmes. 
When we say that there is a lot of work to 
be done on the image of science and that we 
are looking for role models in science, then 
we only have to consider that holding a doc-
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torate is an important factor in the problem. 
If we give people today who have been trai-
ned through research and for research their 
due place in society then many communica-
tion problems between science and society 
will be solved. This is all the more relevant 
because young researchers are not resear-
chers in academia; as we now know that two 
thirds or three quarters of holders of doc-
torates will pursue their careers elsewhere 
in all layers and sectors of society and the 
economy.
froM the audience
We have seen young people’s involve-
ment this morning. Tomorrow the Comité 
consultatif national d’éthique [National Ethics 
Consultative Committee] is welcoming clas-
ses from all over France and they are going 
to offer their thoughts and ask questions 
about the implications of research in life 
sciences. I think that this might serve as be 
an example and that we can call for greater 
involvement of young people like those we 
have seen today to come and engage in dia-
logue with experts like yourselves.
froM the audience
I work in a university research centre in 
Austria. We have been carrying out for twen-
ty years participatory research program, 
with the aim of shaping social and environ-
mental friendly technologies. Recently we 
have started a cooperative research project 
within the 7th Framework Program in the 
science in society area. This is a narrowing 
interaction between researchers and civil 
society, involving people by a very bottom 
up approach into research. We think this is 
a very constructive way to make science in 
society and for society.
We have heard that science is going to 
change the world. But to change anything, 
one needs to know where to go and how to 
get there. And in science, normative deci-
sion is important especially when it affects 
uncertainties related to research. This might 
make more explicit different rationalities 
and different values by including society in 
the process.  It is a kind of learning process 
for researchers too. I don’t think that our 
policy system will change very much from 
this expert oriented system. This is a good 
way for the experts to get the ideas from 
society when they are consulted for policy. 
This is my suggestion for constructive inte-
ractions between science and civil society.
froM the audience
I think that the format for types of inte-
raction or conferences like today’s could be 
different. I had the opportunity to take part 
in debates or sessions in which experts were 
not the first to speak and there were all kinds 
of communication beforehand to engage the 
public and the public spoke first. Experts in 
the field were present, but they did not have 
top billing, but were reacting to events which 
meant that they either did not always have 
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a ready reply to an unexpected question or 
they were able to ask the public what their 
concerns were, which is something which is 
always biased if experts are made to speak 
first. I took part in other debates or sessions 
of experts where the experts would not be 
the first ones to express themselves. This 
could be an alternative format and that is 
my suggestion for the future.
 
Pierre-benoît Joly
I have two propositions. The first one is 
to pick up on my Austrian colleague’s point 
that it is important for civil society to have 
access to laboratories and in this respect 
I think that there is a series of initiatives 
which we need to back up. Coming back to 
the subject of the science shops, there are 
PICRI, Partenariats Institutions Citoyens 
pour la recherche et l’innovation, [Institu-
tion/citizen partnerships for research and 
innovation] in all the European programmes 
for the promotion of cooperation in science 
and public involvement in science. This stri-
kes me as very important. My second pro-
position is that we know that there are a lot 
of experiments in organizing dialogue at a 
national and European level and we must 
capitalize on this. My point is that what we 
need in France, and perhaps on a European 
level, is institutions to support the organi-
zation of public debates. There is currently 
a bill to this effect which would make the 
Conseil économique, social et environne-
mental the vehicle for citizens conventions, 
and I think that we must really think hard 
about the decisions to be made on the sub-
ject. This could involve the Commission na-
tionale du débat  public [National Commis-
sion for Public Debate] which is going to or-
ganize a major debate on nanotechnologies 
or a move towards technological choices. I 
think that what we need to do now is to ca-
pitalize and to have institutions responsible 
for organizing public debate.
 
froM the audience
I would nevertheless like to highlight that 
education is a fundamental issue for the fu-
ture of Europe and its citizens. Young Eu-
ropean citizens are no longer interested in 
science. I come from Denmark and organize 
scientific communications and try to encou-
rage scientists to go into schools and explain 
what they do. We know from experience 
that we need to arrange meetings with real 
scientists in order to persuade youngsters 
to embark on scientific careers. Too many 
young people never meet any scientists wi-
thin the framework of their studies, which 
gives rise to a lot of myths about science. 
We also know that a number of scientists 
who go into schools get the impression 
that they are learning something from the 
dialogue. It is not just a case of imparting 
knowledge and I think that a lot of bene-
fit can be derived from this two-way dialo-
gue with young people. There is a problem 
of supply and demand with scientists and 
schools. In Denmark, at least, there is very 
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strong demand for meetings with scientists, 
but there are many scientific obstacles which 
prevent them from taking part in this type 
of activity. Perhaps we could try to remove 
some of theses obstacles, which are often 
of a bureaucratic nature, so that we can en-
courage scientists to share their knowledge 
with the European citizens of the future, be-
cause there is great potential which we are 
not exploiting sufficiently.
froM the audience
I am a freelance scientific journalist. 
From my point of view I have a particular 
need and what I would appreciate is if orga-
nizations and research institutes at a natio-
nal and international level could open their 
doors once or twice a year to present some 
of their major research and so that resear-
chers could make an effort to present their 
work. It would be interesting to have direct 
access to information.
Jean-Pierre alix
Thank you very much. This is the end 
of our round table summary session. I now 
would like to hand over to our colleague and 
keynote speaker today, Dominique Pestre, 
Professor at the Ecole des Hautes Etudes en 
Sciences Sociales, and a historian of scien-
ce.
